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DISCOURSE 


AGAINST 


Tranſubſtantiation; 


Oncerning the Sacrament of the Lords Sup- 
per, one of the two great poſitive Inſtitu- 
tions of the Chriſtian Religion, there are 
two main Points of difference between 7s 
and the Church of Rome. One, about the 

Doctrine of 7ranſub/tantiation; in which they think, 

but are not certain, that they have the Scripture and 

the words of our Saviour on their ſide : The other, 
about the adminiſtration of this Sacrament to the Peo- 
ple in both kinds 3 in which we are ſure that we have 
the Scripture and our Saviour's Inſtitution on our ſide ; 
and that ſo plainly, that our Adverfaries themſelves 
do not deny it. - | 
Of the jfr/# of theſe I ſhall now treat, and endea- 
vour to ſhew againſt the Church of Rome, 7hat in thi 
Sacrament . there is no ſubſtantial change made of the 


Elements of Bread and Wine into the natural Body and 
| A 2 Bloud 


A DISCOURSE 
Bloud of Chriſt ; that Body which was born of the 
Virgin Mary, and ſutfered upon the Croſs ; for ſo they 
explain that hard word Tranſubſtantiation. | 

Before I engage in this Argument, I cannot but ob- 
ſerve what an unreaſonable task we are put upon, by 
the bold confidence of our Adverfaries, to diſpute a 
matter of Senſe ; which is one of thoſe things about 


which Ariſtotle hath long ſince pronounc'd there ought - 


to be no diſpute. | 

It might well ſeem. ſtrange if any man ſhould write 
a Book, to prove that an Egg is not an Elephant, and 
that a Musket-Bullet is not a Pike : It is every whit 
as hard-a caſe, to be put to maintain by a long Dif- 
courſe, that what we ſee and handle and taſte to be 
Bread is Bread, and not the Body of a man ; and what 
we ſee and taſte to be Wine is Wine, and not Bloud : 
* And if this evidence may not paſs for ſufficient with- 
out any farther proof, I do not ſee why any man, that 
hath confidence enough to do ſo; may not deny any 
thing to be what all the World ſees it is, or affirm any 
thing to be what all the World ſees it is not ; and thus 
without all poſſibility of being farther confuted. So 
that the buſineſs of 7ranſub/tautiation is not a contro- 
verſie of Scripture againſt Scripture, or of Reaſon a- 
gainſt Reaſon, but of downright Impudence againſt 
the plain meaning of Scripture, and all the Senſe and 
Reaſon of Mankind. 

It is a moſt Self-evident Falſehood ; and there is no 
DoGtrine or Propoſition in the World that is of it ſelf 
moreevidently true, than 7Tranſub/antiation is evidently 
falſe : And yet if it were poſſible to be true, it would 
be the moſt ill-natur'd and pernicious truth in the 
. World, becauſe it would ſuffer nothing elſe to be true; 
it is like the Roman-Catholick Church , which will 
needs be the whole Chriſtian Church, and will allow 
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againſi Tranſubſtantiation, 

no other Society of Chriſtians to be any part of it : 
So Tranſubſtantiation, if it be true at all, 1t is all truth ; 
for it cannot be true unleſs our Senſes and the Senſes 
of all mankind be deceived about their proper objects ; 
and if this be true and certain, then nothing elſe can 
be ſo; for if we be not certain of what we ſee, we can 
be certain of nothing. 

And yet notwithſtanding all this, there is a Com- 
pany of mien in the World fo abandon and given up 
by God to the efficacy of deluſion as in good earneſt to 
believe this groſs and palpable Errour, and to impoſe 
the belief of it upon the Chriſtian World under no leſs 
penalties than of temporal death and Eternal damna- 
tion. And therefore to undeceive, if poſſible, theſe 
deluded Souls, it will be neceſſary to examine the pre- 
tended grounds of ſo falſe a Doctrine, and to lay open 
the monſtrous abſurdity of it. 

And in the handling of this Argument, I ſhall pro» 
ceed in this plain method. 

I. I ſhall conſider the pretended grounds and rea- 
ſons of the Church of Rome for this Doftrine. 

IL. I ſhall produce our 0bjeftions againſt if. And if 
I can ſhew that there is no tolerable ground for it, and 
that there are invincible Objetions againſt it, then eve- 
ry man isnot onely in reaſon excuſed trom believing this 
Doctrine, but hath great cauſe to believe the contrary. 


FIRST, I will conſider the pretended grounds 
and reaſons of the Church of Rome for this DoCtrine. 
Which muſt be one or more of theſe foe. Either- xft- 
The Authority of Scripture. Or 2!9- The perpetual 
belief of this DoQtrine in the Chriſtian Church, as an 
evidence that they always underſtood and interpreted 
our Saviour's words, This is my body, in this ſenſe. Or 
3 The authority of the preſent Church to _ _ 

- declare 


. 
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declare new Articles of Faith. Or 4 The abſolute 
neceſſity of ſuch a change as this in the Sacrament to 
the comfort and benefit of thoſe who receive this Sa- 
crament. Or 5! To magnify the power of the Prieſt 
in being able to work ſo great a Miracle. 
iſt. They pretend for this Doctrine the Authority 
of Scripture in thoſe words of our Saviour, 7his # my 
body. Now to ſhew the _ of this pretence, 
| I ſhall endeavour to make good theſe 7ws _ 
| 1. That there is no neceſlity of underitanding 
| thoſe words of our Saviour in the ſenſe of Tranſub/tan- 
| tiation. 
| 2. That there is a great deal of reaſon to under- 
ſtand them otherwiſe. 
Firſt, That there is no neceſſity to underſtand thoſe 
words of our Saviour in the ſenſe of 7Tra»ſubſtantiation. 
If there be any; it muſt be from one of theſe two rea- 
ſons. Either becauſe there are no figurative expreſſions 
in Scripture, which I think no man ever yet ſaid : or 
elſe, becauſe a Sacrament admits of no figures ; which 
would be very abſurd for any man to ſay, ſince it is 
of the very nature of a Sacrament to repreſent and ex- 
El. hibite ſome inviſible grace and benefit by an outward 
| ſign and figure : And eſpecially ſince it cannot be de- 
| ned, but that in the inſtitution of this very Sacrament 
| our Saviour uſeth figurative expreſſions and ſeveral 
words which cannot be taken ſtrictly and literally. 
When he gave the Cup he faid, This Cup is the new 
Teſtament in my bloud, which is ſhed for you and for ma- 
ny for the remiſſion of Sins. Where firſt, the Cup is put 
4 Wine contained in the Cup ; or elſe if the words 
| be literally taken, ſo as to ſignifie a ſubſtantial change, 
| it is not of the Wine but of the Cup ; and that, not 1n- 
s 1 to the blond of Chrift but into the new Teſtament or new 
Covenant in his bloud. Beſides, that his bloud is ſaid 
then 
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againſ! Tranſubſtantiation. C 

then to be ſhed, and his body tobe broken-, which 
' was not till his Paſſion, which followed the Inſtituti- 
on and firſt celebration of this Sacrament. 

But that there is no-neceſlity to underſtand our Sa- 
viour's words in the ſenſe of 7ranſubſtantiation, I will 
take the plain conceſſion of a great number of the moſt 
learned Writers of the Church of Reme in this Contro- 
verſie. (a) Belarmine, (b) Suarez and (c) Yaſquez (a) de Euch, 
do acknowledge Scotw the great Schoolman to have (lins di.49 
faid that this Do&rine cannot be evidently proved 94.1,.5:0.2. 
from Scripture: And BeJarmine grants this not to be (<)in 3-part- 
improbable ; and Suarez and Yaſquez acknowledge (d) 4 os, —_ 
Durandus to have faid as much. (e) Ocham, another c- 15 
. famous Schoolman , ſays expreſly , that the Dottrine (a) ors 
which holds the ſubſtance of the Bread and Wine to re- & M15. 
main after conſecration is neither repugnant to Reaſon * - - 9 
nor to Scripture. (t) Petrus ab Alliaco Cardinal of guodl.q. 9.3. 
Cambray fays plainly, that the Dotrine of the Subſtance (1) im4-Sent. 
of Bread and Wine remaining after Conſecration is more PY 
eafie and free from abſurdity, more rational, and no ways 
repugnant to the authority of Scripture; nay more, that 
for the other Do&trine, viz. of Tranſubſtantiation , 

there is no evidence in Scripture. (g,) Gabriel Biel, (g) incanm.. 
. another great Schoolman and Divine of their Church, #94: 
freely declares, that as to any thing expreſs d in the 
Canon of the Scriptures, a man may believe that the ſub- 
ſtance of Bread and Wine doth remain after Conſecration-: 
and therefore he reſolves the belief of 7ranſubſtantia- 
tion into ſome other Revelation, beſides Scripture, 
which he ſuppoſeth the Church had about it. Cardi- 
nal (h) Cajetan confeſſeth that the Goſpel doth no where (h) in Aquin.. 
expreſs that the Bread is changed into the Body of Chriſt ; 3141-281 5+, 
that we have this from the authority of the Church : nay, 
he goes farther, that there is nothing -in the Goſpel 
which enforceth any man to underſtand theſe words of 

Chriſt. 
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Chriſt, this is my body, in a proper and not a metaphos 
rical ſenſe ; but the Church having underſtood them in 
a proper ſenſe they are to be ſo explained ; Which words 
in the Roman Edition of Cajetan are expunged by order 
of Pope (1) Pius V. Cardinal (k) Contarenus, and (1) 
Melchior Canus one of the beſt and moſt judicious Wri- 
ters that Church ever had, reckon this Doctrine a- 
mong thoſe which are not ſo expreſly found in Scripture. 
I will add but one more, of great authority in the 
Church, and a reputed Martyr, (m) Fiſher Biſhop of 
Rocheſter who ingenuouſly confeſſeth that in the words 
of the Inſtitution rhere is not one word from whence the 
true _ of the fleſh and bloud of Chriſt in our Maſs 
can be proved : So that we need not much contend 
that this Do&rine hath no certain foundation in Scrip- 
ture, when this is ſo fully and frankly acknowledged 
by our Adverſaries themſelves. 

Secondly, If there be no neceſſity of underſtanding our 
Saviour's words in the ſenſe of 7ranſub/tantiation, I am 
ſure there is a great deal of reaſon to underſtand them 
otherwiſe. Whether we conſider the like expreſſions 
in Scripture ; as where our Saviour fays he is the 
door, and the true Vine (which the Church of Rome 
would mightily have triumph'd in, had it been faid, 
this is my true body.) And ſo likewiſe where the Church 
is faid to be Chriſt's body ; and the Rock which fol- 
lowed the /ſrac/ites to be Chriſt, 1 Cor. 10. 4. They 
drank of that rock which followed them, and that rock 


' was Chriſt : All which and innumerable more like ex- 


preſſions in Scripture every man underſtands in a figu- 
rative, and not in a ſtrictly literal and abſurd ſenſe. 
And it is very well known, that in the Zebrew Lan- 


| guage things are cammonly faid to be that which they 
do 


rgnity and repreſent ; and there is not in that Lan- 
guage a morc proper and uſual way of expreſſing a 
thing 
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thing to ſigni Pa ſo, than to ſay that it is ſo and 
fo: Thus-Foſeph expounding Pharaoh's dream to him, 
Gen. 41. 26. Says, the ſeven good kine are ſeven years, 
and "the ſeven good ears of torn are ſeven years, 
that is, they ſignified ' or repreſented ſeven years of 
plenty ; ſo Pharaoh underſtood him, and fo would 
any. man of ſenſe underſtand the like expreſſions ; nor 
do I believe that any ſenſible man, who had never 
heard of Trauſubſtantiation being grounded upon theſe 
words of our Saviour, this s my body, would upon rea- 
ding the inſtitution of 'rhe Sacrament in the Goſpel 
ever have imagin'd any ſuch thing to be meant by our 
Saviour in thoſe words; but would have underſtood 
his meaning to have been, this Bread ſignifies my Bo- 
dy, this Cp ſignifies my Bloud ; and this which you 
ſee me now do, do ye hereafter for a Memorial of me : 
But ſurely it would never have enter'd into any man's 
mind to have thought that our Saviour did literally hold 
himfelf in his hand, and give away himſelf from him- 
ſelf with his own hands. | 

Or whether we compare theſe words of our Saviour 
with the ancient Form of the Paſſover uſed by the Fews 


" 


| - from Ferd's time, as (#) Juſtin Martyr tells us, Ti (n) Dialy. 


YE EE ny OY OT OT ONE ONS ag 


nd Tie 6 ourite hub xg) 5 xorreguy) hub , this 0 OPhe 

Pe is our Saviour and our refuge : not that they Paris — 

believed the Paſchal Lamb to be ſubſtantially changed 

either into God their Saviour who dclivered them out 

of the Land of Zgypr, or into the Meſtas the Saviour 

whom they expected and who was —, qu by it : 

But this Lamb which they did eat did repreſent to 

them and put them in mind of that Salvation which 

God wrought for their Fathers in Egypr, when by the 

flaying of a Lamb and ſprinkling the bloud of it upon 

their \ rd their firſt-born were paſſed over and ſpared ; 

and did likewiſe foreſhew the Salvation of the Meſſas, 
| B the 
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the Lamb of God that Cy in af the wor bd. 
And nothing i 5, Df 
to give rhe name ig Fen Sign. 
As the delivery of a Den or. Writing wa hand and 
Seal is call'd, a Con NY FF or makin -over of fuch, ag 
nia and. it rally Pk th Rego livery of ma 
wax and--parc} pp. bog arers aRce. of a 
Eftate'; as truly ang,xeally-to-all wp; ang purpoſes of 
Law, as if the. very material houſes and-lands themſelves 
could be and were. Rp Ke febvereg into my, hands; 
In like 'aanner, rhe names gf; the things themſelves 
made over to us Yi wine ew " Coyenant. of the, Goſpel 
between God and mgh, tho given to,the Signs or 
of that Covenant., By Baptiſm Chriſtians are faid,co 
be made partdkers 4 7he Holy, Ghoſt,, Heb. 6. 4. And 
by the Sacrament. of, the Longs Supper, WE axe ſad.t9 
communicate. or to be mad e. partgkers a the ay 
Chriſt which was broken, and of his Bloud which was 
ſhed. for us, that is, of the real benefits of his death 
and.paſſion. And thus St. Pal. ſpeaks of this Sacra, 
ment, 1 Cor: 10. 16, The cup p of Hſin which we Jeſs, 
is it not the communion of the bloud of C rife ? the Bread 
which we break, i #t not the communion of the hody of 
Chrift 2 But Rill it is bread , and he {till calls it m_ 
v.17. For we being many are one bread and one body ; 
for we are partakers of that one bread. The Church 
of Rome might, if they pleaſed, as well argue from 
hence that all Chriſtians are ſubſtantially changed firſt 
into Bread, and then into the natural Body of Chriſt 
by their participation. of the Sacrament, becauſe they 
are ſaid thereby to be one bread and one body. And 
the ſame Apoſtle in the next chapter , aker he had 
ken of the conſecration of the Elements ſtill calls 
| m the bread 'and the Cup, in three verſes together, 
As often as ye eat thi bread and drink this Cup, v. 26. 
Whoſoever 
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| againſt Tranſubſtantiation, 


IWhoſarmer foal ear this bread and drink this cup of the 
Led Err ''v. 27. But Tot a man kin br bim- 


fe#f, and: ſo le? Bin cat of that Bread and drink 


rup,'v. 28. * And our Saviour himſelf when he had faid, 


that 


this u wiy bloud of the new Teſtament, immediately adds; 
* but 1 ſay unto "you, 1 will not henceforth drink of this 
frait. of the Vide, untill 'T drink it new with you in my 


Father's Kingdom, 


char is, not rill after his reſurre&+- 


on, which was the firſt ſtep of his exaltation into the 
Kingdom given him by his Father ; when the Scrip- 
ture tells us he did eat and drink with his Diſciples. 
Bat that which T. obſerye from avyr Saviour's words is, 
that after the conſecration of the Cup and the delivering 
bf it to his Diſciples to'drink of it, he tells them rhat 
- he would thenceforth drink no mare of the fruit of the 
Vine, which he had now drank with them, till after 
his ReſarreCtion. .' From whence it is plain that it was 
the fruit of 'the Vine, real 'wine, which our Saviour 
drank of and communicated to his Diſciples in the Sa- 


crament. 


Befides, if we confider that he celebrated this Sacra- 
ment before, his Paſſion, .it is impoſſible theſe words 


fhould be underſtood liter 


of the natural body 


and bloud of Chrift ; becauſe it was his body broken 
and his bloud ſhed which he gave to his Diſciples, which 
if we underſtand literally of his natural body broken 
and his bloud ſhed, then theſe words, this s my body 
which is broken, and this is my bloud which is ſhed, 
could nat be rrue, becauſe! his Body was then whole 
and unbroken, and his blond not then ſhed ; nor could 
it be a propitiatory Sacrifice (as they affirm. this Sa- 


cratnent tg-be) unkeſs' the wit 
before Chriſt er'd :© 


was' trade 
words Titerally, beca 


e they not onely plainly 
B 2 


fay that propitiation 
as trade be h Anditt is likewiſe im- 
ſe that the Oo ſhould underſtand rheſe 


faw 
that 
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that what he gave, them. was Bread and [#ine, but 
they ſaw likewiſe Fs guajaly that it, was aot his Body 
which was given, but his. Body. -which gave that 
which was given ; not his body &rokes and his bloud 
ſhed, becauſe they . ſaw him alive at that very time 
and beheld his body,,whote and unpierc'd ; and there- 
fore they could, not. underſtand. theſe pores literally : 
If they did, can, we: imagine: that, the Diſciples, w 

upon all other occaſions were fo full of queſtions and 


. objections, ſhould make no. difficulty of this.matter ? 


nor ſo much as: ask our Saviour, how can theſe things 
be ? that they ſhould. not tell, him, we fee this:to be 
Bread and that tq be-Wine, and we ſee thy Body to.be 
diſtin from bork ; we ſee thy, Body not broken, and 
thy Bloud not ſhed. "IHg 
, From all which jt muſt needs be: very evident, to 
any man, that: will impartglly _conſider- things, -how 
little reaſon there is to underſtand;thoſe words of our 
Saviour, this js my body, and this, zs my bloud, in the 
ſenſe of 7ranſab/tantiation ; nay on the contrary, that 
there is very great reaſon and an evident neceſlity to 
underſtand them: otherwiſe. I proceed: to ſhew, ., _. 

. 21y. That this Dodtrine is not. grounded upan the 
perpetual belief of the Chriſtian Church, . which the 
Church of Rome vainly pretends as. an-evidence that 
the Church did always ufiderſtand and interpret our 
Saviour's words in this ſenſe. 

To manifeſt the groundleſneſs of this pretence, I 
ſhall; 1. ſhew by plain teſtimony of the Fathers in 
ſeveral Ages, that this Dodrine was not the belief of 
the ancient Chriſtian Church, 2. I ſhall ſhew the 
time and occaſion of jits coming in, .and by what de- 
grees it grew- up and. was eſtabliſh'd. in the Reman 
Church. 3. I ſhall anſwer their great, pretended 
Demonſtration that this always was and muſt ___ 

; L 


in ſeveral 


nify the wonderfull my 
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been the .conſtant. belief of- the Chriſtian Church. 


1, I ſhall ſhew by plain Teſtimonies of the Fathers 
al Ages, for above. five hundred years after 
Chriſt, that this DoAtrine was not the belief of the an- 
cient Chriſtian Church. IT deny not but that the Fa- 
thers do, and that with grout reaſon, very much mag- 


ment, and frequently ſpeak of a great Supernatural 
change made by the divine benediction ; which we 
alſo readily acknowledge. They fay indeed, that the 
Elements. of Bread an Wine do by the divine bleſſing 
become to us. the Body and Bloud of Chriſt : But they 


lkewiſe fay that, the names of the things ſignified are 


given to the Hgns3 that the Bread and Wine do ſtill 
remain. in their praper nature and ſubſtance, and that 
they are turn'd into the ſubſtance of our Bodies ; that 
the Body of Chriſt in the;Sacrament. is not his natural 
Body, bur. the; ſign and figure of it ; not that Body 
which was crucified; nor that 'Bloud which was ſhed 
upon the Croſs ; and that it' is impious- to underſtand 
the eating of the fleſh of the Son of man and drinking 
his bloud literally : all which are dire&ly oppoſite to 
the Doctrine of : 7ranſub/tantiation and utterly incons 
ſiſtent with it. I will ſele& but ſome few Teſlimonics 
of many which I might bring to this purpoſe. 

I begin with 7u/fm Martyr , who fays exprelsly , 


that * our loud and Fleſh are nouriſhed by the conver- *; -2-þ.98 
it. rar 
1636, 


ſion of that food. which we receive in the Excharift : 
But that cannot . be 'the natural 'body and bloud of 
Gbriſt, for no man will fay that chat 1s converted into 
the nouriſhment of our bodies. 


The Second is * renews, who ſpeaking of this. Sa+ *1ib. 4. c. 34 


crament ſays, that the bread which is from the earth 
receiving the divine invocation is now no louger common 
bread, but the Euchariſt (or Sacrament) conſiſting of 


rwo 


ery and efficacy of this Sacra- - 
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two things,” the one (earthly , the other heavenly. He 

fays i-is no longer common! bread, but after invoca- 

tion or conſecration it becomes the Sacrament, that is, 

bread ſanRified, conſiſting of two things an earthly 

and a heavenly ; the earthly thing 1s bread, and the 
heavenly is the divine blefling which by the invoca- 

* ib, 5. c. 2. tion or conſecration 1s added to it. And *elfewhere he 
hath this paſſage, when therefore the cap that vs mix'd 

ul is, of Wine and Water) and the bread that u 

roken receives the word of God, it becomes the Fucha- 

rift of the bloud und body of Chriſt, of which the” ſub- 

fawce of our fleſh is imereaſed and conſiſts + but if that 

which we receive in the Sacrament. do nouriſh our 

bodies, it mult be bread and wine, and not the natural 

body atid bloud of Chriſt. There is' another remark- 

able Teſtimony of Zrenw, which though it be not now 

| extant in thoſe wyrts of his which remain, yet hath 
| *Comment.in been preferv'd by * 'Ocraimentes, and it is this; *when 
A fays he) the Greeks had taken fome Servants, of the 
Chriſtian Catechumeni (that is, fach as had not been 
admitted to the Sacrament) and afterwara's xrged them 

by violence to tel them ſome of the ſecrets of the Chriſti. 

ans, theſe Servants having nothing to ſay that might 

gratify thoſe who offered violence to them, except onely 

that they had heard = their Maſters that the divine 
Communion was the bloud and body of Chriſt, they think- 

' ing that it was yeally bload and fleſh, declar'd as much 

r0-thoſe that queſtroned them. The Greeks taking this 

as if it were really done by the Chriſtians, diſcovered 3t 

ro others of the Greeks ; who hereupon put Sanftus and 

Blandina to the torture: to make them confeſs it. To 

whom Blandina boldly anſwered, How would they tudure 

to ao this,"who by way of exerciſe (or abſtinence) do 
not eat that fleſh which" may lawfally be eaten 2 By . 

whick it #ppears that this -which they would A 
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againſt Tranſubſtantiation, 


charg'd upon Chriftiavs, as if they had literally caten the 
fic and bloud of Chriſt in the Sacrament, was a falſe 


accuſation which theſe Martyrs denied, ſaying they 


were ſo, far from that that they for their part did not 
eat any fle{lr at all. 

The next is Zertuliiaz, who proves againſt Marcion 
the Heretique that the Body of our Saviour was not a 
mere phantaſm and appearance, but a real Body, be- 
cauſe the Sacrament is 2 figure and image of his Body ; 
and if there be an image of his body he muſt have a 
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real body , Otherwiſe the Sacrament would be an 

image, of an image. His words are theſe, * the bread * Aduer 
which-our Saviour took and diſtributed to his Diſciples \\conem. 
he made his, ows body, ſaying this is my body, that is, Edit Reval, | 
tha image or figure of my body. But it could not have been Paris. 1634 
the figure:igf bis houly,, if there had uat been a true and 

real body. .Agd arguing againſt the Scepticks who denied 

the certainty of ſenſe he uſeth this Argument : That 

if we queſtion our ſenſes we may doubt whether our 
Bleſſed,.Saviour were not deceived in what he heard, 

and faw,,and touched. * ZX/e might (ſays he) be de. * lib. de Ani-». 
ceived in the woice from heaven, inthe ſmel of the oint- "©0235 
went with which be was anointed againſt his burial ; 

and in the tafte of the wine which he conſecrated in re- 
wembrance of his bleud. So that it ſeems we are to 

truſt our ſenſes, even in the matter of the Sacrament ; 

and if that be true, the Do&rine of 7ranſab/tantiation. 
15-certainly fa. 

Origen in his * Comment on Matth. 15, ſpeaking of * Edit. Hu- - 
the Sacrament bath this paſſage, That food which i © 
Santlified by. the word of God and prayer, as to that of it 
which i material, goeth into the belly and u caſt out into 
the draught, which noge ſurely will fay of the Body. 
of. Chriſt. And afterwards he adds by way of exph- . 
cation, it is uot the matter of the bread, but the word 

| which : 
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A DISCOURSE | 
which is ſpoken over it, which profiteth him that worthi- 
ly eateth the Lord; and this (he ſays) he had ſpoken 
concerning the typical and Symbolical body. So that the 
matter. of bread remaineth in the Sacrament, and this 
Origen calls the typical and Symbolical body of Chriſt ; 
and it is not the natural body of Chriſt which is there 
eaten, for the food eaten in the Sacrament, as to that 
of it which is material, goeth into the belly and is caſt 
out into the draught. This teſtimony 1s ſo very plain 
in the Cauſe that Sextus Seneuſes ſuſpets this place of 


- Origen was depraved by the Heretiques. Cardinal 


Perron is contented to allow it to be Origen's, but re- 
jets his teſtimony becauſe he was accuſed of Hereſie 
by ſome of the Fathers, and ſays he talks like a 
Heretique in this place. So that with much ado this 
teſtimony is yielded to us. The fame Father Jn his 
* Fomilies upon Leviticus ſpeaks thus, There is Mo in 
the New Teſtament a letter whith kills him whv woth not 
Spiritually underſtand thoſe things which are ſaid; for 
if we take according to the Letter that which is ſaid, 
EXCEPT TE EAT MT FLESH AND DRIN#X MT 
BLOUD, this Letter kills. And this alſo is a killin 
Teſtimony, and not to be anſwered but in Cardina 
Perron's way, by ſaying he talks like a Heretique, 

St. Cyprian hath'a whole Epiſtle *to Cecilius, againſt* 
thoſe who gave the Communion in Water onely without 
Wine wingled with it ; and his main argument againſt 
them is this, that the bloud of Chriſt with which we are 


* redeemed and quickned cannot ſeem to be in the Cap when 


there is no Wine in the Cup by which the Bloud of Chriſt 
is repreſented : and afterwards he ſays, that contrary 
to the Evangelical and Apoſtolical Dotrine water was in 
ſome places offer'd (or given) in the Lord's Cap, which 
(fays he) alone cannot expreſs (or repreſent) the Bloud of 
Chriſt. And laſtly he tells us, that by water the people 

is 
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is underſtood, by Wine the bloud of Chriſt is ſhewn (ot 
— 9 but when in the Cup water is mingled with 

ine the people 2 to Chriſt, So that according 
to this Argument Wize in the Sacramental, Cp is no 
otherwiſe chang'd into the blond of Chriſt than the Wa- ' © 
ter mixed with it is changed into the People, which 


are ſaid to be united to Chriſt, | 


I omit many others, and paſs to St. Auſtin in the 


_ fourth Age after Chriſt. And I the rather inſiſt upon 


his Teſtimony, becauſe of his eminent eſteem and au- 

thority in the Latin Church ; and he alſo calls' the _ 
Elements of the Sacrament the figure and Sign of © 
Chriſt's body and bloud. . In his Book againſt Adimay- 

tus the Maxichee we have this expreſſion, * our Lord * Aug.Tom.s. 
did not doubt to ſay, this is my Body, when he gave'the þ; 137. Edit 
Sign of his Body. And'in his explication of the third mY 
P/alm, ſpeaking of Judas whom our Lord admitted-to 

his laſt Supper, i which (ſays he) + he commended and + Enarrat.in 
delivered to his Diſciples the figure of his Body ; Lan- ne " 
guage which would now be cenſur'd. for Hereſte in the” | 
Church of Rome. Indeed he was never accus d of He- 

refie, as Cardinal Perron ſays Origen was, but he talks |, 

as like one as Origen himſelt. And in his Comment on 

the 98 Pſalm ſpeaking of the offence which the Diſ- 

ciples took at that ſaying of our Saviour, except ye eat 

the fleſh of the Son of man and drink his bloud, Se. he 

brings in our Saviour ſpeaking thus to them, |} ye mw/F [| 1. Tom. g. | 
underſtand Spiritually what I have ſaid unto you ; ye are 1195 
wot to eat this body which ye ſee, and to drink that bloud 

which ſhall be ſhed by thoſe that ſhall crucify me.» 1 have 


commended a certain Sacrament to you, which being Spi- 


' ritually underſtood will xt life. What more 'op- 


poſite to the Doftrine of 7ranſubſtantiation, than'that 

the Diſciples were not to eat that Body of Chriſt which 

they ſaw, nor to drink that bloud which was ſhed open 
p00 t 
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the Croſs, but that all.chis, was to be underſtood ſpiri- - 


tually and according -to- the nature of” a Sacrament ? 


Far that bedy he tells us is not here but in heaven, in 
his Comment upon theſe words, me ye have not always. 
* He {peaks (ſays he) of the preſence of his body ; ye 
ſball bave me according, to- my providence, according to 
Majeſty and inviſible grace ; but according to the fleſh 
which the word aſſumed, according to that which was 
born of the Virgin Mary, ye ſhall not have me : there- 
fore becauſe he comverſed with his Diſciples fourty days, 
he is aſcended up into heaven and is not here. 

In his 23d. Epiſtle; + if the Sacrament (fays he) had 
wat ſome reſemblance of thoſe things whereof they are $a» 
craments, they would not be Sacraments at all ; but from 
this reſemblance: they take for the po part the names 
of the things which they repreſent. Therefore as the Sas 
crawent of the body of Chriſt is in ſome manner or ſenſe 
Chriſt's bedy, and the Sacrament of his bloud is the 
blaud of Chriſt ; So the Sacrament of faith ( meaning 
Baptiſm) is faith. Upon which words of St. 4«/tn 
there is'this remarkgble Glofs in their own Canon Law ; 
|| the heavenly Sacrament which truly repreſents the fleſh 
of Chriſt is called the body of Chriſt ; but improperly : 
whence it is ſaid, that after a manner, but not according 
te the truth of the thing but the myſtery of the thing fig- 


wifted ; So. that the meaning is, it is called the body of . 
Chriſt, that is, it ſignifies the body of Chriſt : And if - 


this be St. Auſtin's meaning, I am ſure no Proteſtant 
can ſpeak more plainly againſt 7ranſubſtantiation. And 


inthe ancient Cazon of the Maſs, before it was chang'd 


* de Conſecr. 
dift, 2. Seq . 
Urrum, 


in complyance with this new Dodrine, it is expreſly 
call'd a Sacrament ,- a Sign, an Image and a figure of 


Chriſt's body. To which I will add that remarkable , 


paſſage of St. Auſtin cited by * Gratian, that as we re- 
ceive the fimilitude of his death in Baptiſm, ſa we may 


alſo 
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againſt Tranſubſtantiation, 
alſo receive the likeneſs of his fleſh and blond; that ſo 


_ neither may truth be wanting in the Sacrament , nor Pa« 


ans have occafton to make us ridiculous for drinking the 
Zhoud of one that was ſlain. | - 

[ will mention but one Teſtimony more of this Fa- 
ther, but ſo clear a one as it is impoſſible any man in his 
wits that had believed 7ranſab/tantiation could have 
utterd. It is in his Treatiſe * de Dottrina Chriſtiana ; 
where laying down feveral Rules for the right under- 
ſtanding of Scripture, he gives this for one. If (fays 


"he) the ſpeech be a precept forbidding ſome heinous wick- 


edneſs or crime, or commanding us to lo good, it is not 
ftgarative ; but if it ſeem to command any heinous wick- 
edneſs or crime, or to forbid that which-is profitable and 
beneficial to others, it is figurative. For example, Ex- 
cept ye eat the fleſh of the Son of man and drink his blond, 
ye have 10 life in you : This ſeems to command a hemous 
wickedneſs and crime, therefore it is a figure ; comman- 
ding us to communicate of the paſſion of our Lord, and 
with delight and advantage to lay up in owr memory that 
his fleſh was cruciffed and wounded for us. So that, ac- 
cording to St. Aaſtin's beſt skill in interpret ri 
ture, the /iteral eating of the fleſh of Chriſt and drink- 
ing his bloud would have been a great impiety ; and 
therefore the expreſſion is to be underſtood fignrative- 
ly; not as Cardinal Perro® would have it, onely 'in 
oppoſition to the eating of his fleſh and bloud in the 
groſs appearance of fleſh and bloug, but to the real 
eating of his natural body and bloud under any' aj 
rance whatſoever : For St. Auſtimm Yoth not ſay this'is 
a Figurative ſpeech wherein we are commanded-really 
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to upon the natural body: and-blaud of Chriſt-'ar- 


det the ſpeties of 'bread Ahd-wine, - ay" the Cardinal 
would underſtand him ; for hen the ſpeech would be 
titeral and not figurative: But he ſays, this is-a figu- 
| C 2 rative 
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| rative ſpeech wherein we. are commanded Spiritually 
to feed upon the remembrance of his Paſſion. . 

. + To theſe I will add but three or four Teitimonies 

more in the wo following Ages. | 

The firſt ſhall be of Theodoret, who ſpeaking of tha 
*Gen.49.11. * Prophecy of Jacob concerning our Saviour, he waſhed 
his garments in Wine and his clothes in the bloud of 
f Dialog. 1. grapes, hath theſe words, + as we call the myſtical fruit 
' of the Vine (that is, the Wine in the Sacrament 
ter conſecration the bloud of the Lord, ſo he (viz. Facob ) 
calls the bloud of the true Vine (viz. of Chriſt) the 
bloud of the grape : but the bloud of Chriſt is not lite- 
rally and properly but onely figuratively the bloud of 
the grape, in the ſame ſenſe as he is ſaid to be the true 
Vine ; and therefore the Wine in the Sacrament after 
conſecration is in like manner not literally and proper- 
ly but figuratively the bloud of Chriſt.- And he ex- 
plains this afterwards, ſaying, that our Saviour changed 
the names, and gave to his Body the name of the Symbol 
or Sign, and to the Symbol or Sign the name of his Body ; 
thus when he had call d himſelf the Vine, he calld the 
Symbol or Sign his bloud ; ſo that in the ſame ſenſe that 
he call'd himſelf the Vine, he call'd the Wine,- which 
is the Symbol of his bloud, his bloud : For, ſays he, 
he. would have thoſe who partake of the divine myſteries 
not to attend to the nature of the things which are ſeen, 
but by the change of names to believe the change which is 
made by grace ; for he whocall'd that which by nature is 
a body mheat and bread, and again likewiſe calld himſelf 
the Vine, he hondur'd the Symbols with the name of. his 
body and bloud : not, changing nature but adding grace to 
wature. Where you ſee he ſays expreſly, that when he 
call'd.the Symbols or, Elements of the Sacrament, viz, 
breatl and Wine, his|Bedy'and Bloud, he made no change 
in the- nature: of the things, onely added grace to na» 
| ture, 
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ture, that is, by the Divine grace and bleſſing he rai- 
oy them to a Spiritual and Supernatural virtue and 
eMcacy. | 
The Second is of the ſame Theodoret in his ſecond Di- 
alogue between a Catholique, under the name of Ortho- 


doxus, and an Heretique under the name of Eraviſtes; 


who maintaining that the Humanity of Chriſt was 
chang'd into. the ſubſtance of the Divinity (which was 
the Hereſie of Eutyches) he illuſtrates the matter by 
this Similitude, As, ſays he, the Symbols of the Lord's 
body and bloud are one thing before the invogation of the 
Prieſt, but after the invocation are changed and become 
another thing ; So the body of our Lord after his aſcenſion 
i changed into the divine ſubſtance. But what ſays the 
Catho —_= Orthodoxas to this? why, he talks juit like 
one of Cardinal Perrox's Heretiques, Thou art, fays he, 
caught in thy own net :, becauſe the, myſtical Symbols after 
conſecration do not paſs out of their own nature ; for they 
remain in their former ſubſtance, figure and appearance 
and may be ſeen and handled even as before. He does 
not onely deny the outward figure and appearance of 
the Symbols to be chang'd, but the nature and ſub- 
ſtance of them, even in the proper and ſtricteſt ſenſe 
of the word ſubſtance ; and it was neceſſary ſo to do, 
otherwiſe he had not-given a pertinent anfwer to the 
{\militude urgd againſt him, 

The next 1s one of their own Popes, Gelafius, who 


19 


brings the ſame Inſtance againſt the Eutychians; * ſure. * Biblixh. 


ly, ſays he, the Sacraments which we receive of the y 4 


| and bloud of our Lord are a divine thing, ſo that 


them we are made partakers of a divine nature, and yet 
ig.ceaſeth not to be the ſubſtance or nature of bread and 
Wine ; and certainly the image and reſemblance of Chriſt's 
body and blaud are celebrated in the attion of the myſte- 


ries, that is, in the Sacrament. To make this In-. 


. ſtance 


Patr. Tom. 4- 


— 9 ——— <— 


Os 
_ 


2D A'DISCOURSE 


ſtance of any force againſt the Entychians, who held 
that the body of Ohriſt upon his aſcenſion ceas'd and 
was chang'd into the ſubſtance of his Divinity, it was 
neceſſary to deny that there was any ſubſtantial 
change in the Sacrament of the bread and wine into 
the body and bloud of Chriſt. So that here is an in- |, 
fallible authority, one of their own Popes expreſly a- 
gainſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
The laft Teſtimony I ſhall produce is of Facundw an 
African Biſhop, who livd in the 62h. Century. Up- 
on occafion of juſtifying an expreſſion of one who had 
faid that Chrift alſo received. the adoption of. Sons, he | 
* Facund. reafons thus. * Chriſt vouchſafed to receive the Sacra- 
jag 5:6, ment of adoption both when he was circumciſed and bap- 
tized : And the Sacrament of Adoption may be called 
adoption, as the Sacrament of his body and bloud ; which 
i in the conſecrated bread and cup, u by us called his bo- | 
dy and bloud : not that the bread, (ſays he) properly | 
his body and the cup his bloud, But becauſe they contain 
in them the myſteries of his body and bloud ; hence alſo 
our Lord himſelf called the bleſſed bread and cup which 
he gave to his Diſciples his body and bloud. Can any 
man aſter this believe, that it was then, and had ever 
been, the univerſal and received Doctrine of the 
Chriſtian Church, that the bread and wine in the Sa- 
crament are ſubſtantially changed into the proper and 
- natural body and bloud of Chriſt ? | 
By thefe plain Teſtimonies which I have produced, 
and I might have brought a great many- more to the 
ſame purpoſe, it is I think evident beyond all denial 
that 7ranſabſtantiation hath not been the perpetual be- 
Hief of the Chriſtian Church. ' And. this likewiſe IS ac- 
 * KEmowledged by.many great and earned men of the 
(a) In Sent. Roman Church. (a) Scotus acknowledgeth , that this 
- + i1- Dofrine was not always thought neceſſary to o by 
ieved, 


againſt Tiranſubſtantiation, 21 
lieved, but that the neceſſity of believing it was conſe» 
quent to that Declaration of the Church made in the 
Council of Lateray under Pope unocent the II. And 
() Durandus freely diſcovers his inclination to have (b) Je Sous 

elieved the contrary, if the Church had not by that de- 74 6 
termination obliged men to believe it. (c) Tonſtal Bis (cl Euchar. 
ſhop of Durham allo vg that before the Lateran *** 1-146 
Council men were at liberty as to the manner of Chriſt's 
preſence in the Sacrament. And (d) Eraſmus, who lived (4) I i. E- 
and died in the communion of the Roman Church, _—— 
and'than whom no man was better read in the ancient cirane crjum 
Fathers, doth confeſs that it was late before the Church Salmerone, 
defined Tranſubſtantiation, unknown to the Ancients both "T4 4 
name and thing. And (e) Alphonſus a Caſtro ſays plain- (e) de Haref. 
ly, that concerning the Tranſubſtantiation of the bread ** 
into the body of Chriſt, there is ſeldom any mention in 
the ancient Writers. And who can imagine that theſe - 
learned men would have granted the ancient Church + 
and Fathers to have been ſo much Strangers to this 
Do&rine, had they thought it to have been the per- 
petual belief of the Church? I ſhall now in the 

Second place, give an account of the particular time 

and occafion of the coming in of this Dodtrine, and by what 
ſteps and degrees it grew up and was advanced into an 
Article of Faith in the Romiſh Church, The Dodttrine 
of the corporal preſence of Chriſt was firft ſtarted upon 
occaſion of the Diſpute about the Worſhip of Images, 
in oppoſition whereto the Synod of Conſtantinople about 
the year DCCL did argue thus, That our Lord ha- 
ving left us no other image of himſelf but the Sacra- 
ment, in which the ſubſtance of bread is the image of 
his body, we ought te make no other image of our 
Lord. In anſwer to this Ar nt the fecond Conneit 
of Nice in the year DCCLXXXVII did declare, that 
the Sacrament after Conſecration is not the image and 


antitype 
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antitype of Chriſt's body and bloud, but is properly his 
body and bloud. . So that the corporal preſence of Chriſt 
in the Sacrament was firſt brought in to ſupport the ſku 
pid worſhip of Images : And indeed it could never have 
come in upon a more proper occaſion, nor have been 
applied to a fitter purpoſe. 

And here I cannot but take notice how well this 
* de Euch- agrees with * Be/armine's Obſervation, that »one of the 
iſt. 4: G1e Ancients who wrote of Herefies, hath put this errour 
(viz.'of denying Tranſub/tantiation) in his Catalogue ; 
nor did any of the Ancients diſpute againſt this errour 
for the firſt 600 years. Which is very true, becauſe 
there could be no occaſion then to diſpute againſt thoſe 
who denied 7ranſubſtantiation ; ſince, as I have ſhewn, , 
this Do&rine- was not in being, unleſs amongſt the 
Eutychian Heretiques, for the firſt 600 years and mofe. 
But + Be/armine goes 0n and tells us, that the Fr who 
call d in queſtion the truth of the body of the Lord in the 
Euchariſt were the ICONOMACHI (the oppoſers of 
Images) after the year DCC in the Council of Conſtanti- 
mople ; for theſe ſaid there was one image of Chriſt inſti. 
tuted by Chriſt himſelf, viz. the bread and wine in the 
Eachariſt, which repreſents the body and bloud of Chriſt : 
Wherefore from that time the Greek Writers often ad- 
moniſh us that the Euchariſt is not the figure or image of 
the body of the Lord, but his true body, as appears _ 
the VIlth. Synod ; which agrees moſt exactly with the 
account which I have given of the firſt rife of this 
DoQtrine, which began with the corporal preſence of 
Chriſt in the Sacrament, and afterwards proceeded to 
Tranſubſtantiation. £9 9 

And as this was the firſt occaſion of introducing this 
Dottrine among, the Greeks, ſo in the Latin or Roman + | 
Church Paſchahus Radbertw, firſt a Monk, and after- 
wards Abbat of Corbey, was the firſt broacher of it in 


the year DCCCXVIIL And 


againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
Fa ep this, beſides* the ot Hiſtory, 2.wY 
ackno or ewe V ent rer- 

Tons in the hon Rome, 9a Woromads's 
who do in effe&t CE br hes Farber went fo 
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who, wrote to purpoſe upon this Argument. * Be{ars * d Seriper, 


mine in theſes words, Tha Authour was the firſt who 
hath. ſer Nora 
of Chriſt 

mondys | io 41 be ſo firſt explained the. enuine "enſe 
of the Catholique Church, that he opened the way to the 
reſt who afterwards in great numbers wrote upon the ſame 
amen, But Shough pls ondas i wes fo pſe ed toſay that 


he onely io pms of + t > Cathali * 
Church,jo int, yer it is apt plain pode the 
cords of TA Ape which are left to us, that this was the 


firſt time that. this 'Doftrine was broached in the Latin 


Church z and it met. with great oppoſition in that 


as I Hall IEA b on. henan bo For Raba- 
ws aurus cl-Dino nts. 
DECC [Wie Maug 


hve, the For 
| XLVIl reciting the. very words. of Paſch afrus 
'Wherein, he had deliverd this.Doctrine, hath this .re- 


copiouſly written Fprrening the truth 
ped cp 5k Euc hariſt ; And + Sir: Ak vita Pal- 


markable patſage. concerning the  nopaly of it ;. || Some, I pif. at; 


the Sacrament of 0 of the body ant d. of. eur of, | ave 
ſaid that this us the body ad lea of « our Lord which was 
borm of the Virgin a and in which our Lord ſuffered 

” * Croſs, and ,raſe from. the dead ; which errour, 
&hs be - we have-o 2 þ with af af, our, ” 3 From 
w 


ence it is, plain, by CE Bins eftunony of.one 6f, the 
greateſt and moſt lear ops. of -t < Age, and of 
eminent reputation for Picty, .that, what. is. now 2a 


very Dodrine, of: the, Church of Rowe conce or 
Sacrament, was tra er an, Errour broach'd 2 


Joe Particular Þ eb but, Wa far from, dejng the 
any 


generally recei\/'d. Dot ine of | oe Age. :. 


lays he,. of late, wot having, 4 57s ht Laukf i” whus; 6 3 
0 


* Gratian. de that.” "the bread, Hhd-tdivte which wg" the” Altar, 


conſecrat. di- -<' 


Ning. 2. 


Lanfranc. de #he true body aud" blond of our Lord Feſws Chriſt ; and 


corp. Of ſang. 


Domini. c. 5. 


. Guirmund.de 


Sacram. |. t. 
Alger. de Sa- 


cram. l.1.c.19. 


T Gloſs. De- 
crer, oe coniſe« 
erat. 


TEengarius. 


7n cap. Ego Bo I. 18 if titith of the. P ope "agd þ 


af "I's 
4 


TT 


one tliitk pom, yoh mn oh Perfon in the 
vr pibty 


Church both cot have cont 
detnn'd this Dottrint 2s ,- d'# Novelty, had 
it been the general ki of rh Chriſtian Church, 


not onely i in thar but in all fotmer Ages; and no ceti- - 
ſure paſsd upon hirh for that, which; is now he grear | 


Diekbng Article if\ the Chiitth of Kowe, nd leematty 


| thetr otic of thegytttte(F 4m dertficions Herefi 


-AﬀterWards if one year, MEX, when Berexrariits 
in France and Germany bar raisd a freſh oppofition a- 
inſt this Do&rine, he'was com nk tb recant it b 

"Nicholas ind the Condit at- e; in thele Word, 


after Ys" tonſtiratibir art Hot? duely itt trihredt, bir 


are ſenfibly', Ts __ in the Sacrament but In truth, 
han yt ind brake "2he: hayds off the Prieft., hy -and 
= ad br Kiki of. 7 teeth of the faithful. : 'Bur'it 
tasthe Council were trot Phen Skilfull 
Enough to fk themſelves rightly in > x matrer ; 
for « Gliſs upon the Canon Law ſays expref] Thy, f that 
#uleſs we Cle fand theſe-words'0 (/ BERENG ARTDS 
Count?l ) in ound 
we bu fall int a groiter Hertſſe than'that of 
2b RENGARI S; for we to wot make parts of the 
Body of Chrift. The meaning of which G75 I catnot 
imagine, "unlefs it .be this, that 'the * Body of Chriſt, 
though it be in truth broken, yet" it is hot brokes rnto 
arts (for we do ot make parts of the body of Chriſt) | 
bur into wholes : Now this new way of Breaking a Body, 
not into parts but into wholes (which'in good earneſt is | 
the Dod&rine of the Church of Rome) though to them | 
that ate able to beheve 7+ au/ab/ftant iation it may for any 
thing T-kKnbw 'appear to be ſound /z: Me, yet 4 us that 
Env telieve bo it ſo it appears to be Jo//d non-ſenſe. * 
About 
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rius to recant.in another Forw Viz. * that the bread and > Walden. 
wine which are placed upon the Altar are ſubſtantially On, 2. C13 


changed into the trye and proper and quickuing fieſb aud 


boud of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and after conſecration 
are the true body of Chriſt, which was born of the Yir- 
gin, aud which being offered for the Salvation of the 
World did hang upon the Croſs, and fits on the right 
band of the Fathers 


- So that from the firſt ſtarting 


of this Doftrine in 


the ſecavd Council of Nice in the year DOCLXXXVII, 
till the Council under Pope Gregory the VIIP» in the 
year .MLXXIX, it. was almoſt thice hundred years 
that this Doctrine was conteſted, and before this mil- 
ſhapen Monſter of Tranſubſtantiation could be lick d into 
that Form in which it is now ſettled and eſtabliſh'd in 


the Church of Rome. Here then is a plain account of 


the firſt riſe of this Doftrine, and of the ſeveral ſteps 


whereby it was advanced 


by the Church of Rome, jnto 


an Article of Faith. I come now.in the 


Third place, to anſwer the 


great pretended Demon- 


tration of the impoſſibility that this Doftriue, if it had 


been new, ſhou 


neceſity have been the | 


all Ages : For if it 


ever. have come in, in any Age, and 
bees received in the Church ; and conſequently it muſt of 
erpetwat belief of the Church zu 
nat always been the Doctrine 


of the Church, when ever it had attempted firſt to 
come in there would have been a great ſtir and buſtle 
about .it, and the whole Chriſtian World would ;haye 
roſe up in oppoſition to it.- , But we can ſhew no ſuch 


time when at firſt came 1n, ,and when apy ſuch oppofi- 


tion was made to it, and. therefore it was always the 
This Dewernſtration Monſieur 


Dactrine of the Church. 
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Arnaild,' 4 very legthedMin in France,. pretends to be 
unanſwerible : Whether it be"fo or" not, I ſhall briefly 
examine, Ard, | | | 
Firſt, we do aſſign a punctual and very likely time 
of the firſt riſe of, this Do&rjne, about the beginning 
of the »inth Ape,; though'it'did.not take firm root 
nor was fully fettled and-eftabliſh'd till towards the end 
of the eleventh, And this was the moſt likely time 
of all other, from the beginning of Chriſtianity, ' for 
fo groſs an Errour to appear ; it being, by the confeſ- 
fion_ and conſent. of their own Z7iftoriavs, the moſt 
dark and diſmal time that ever happened to the Chriſti- 
an Church, both for gnorance, and Superſtition, and * 
Vice. It came in together with /dolatry , and was 
made uſe of. to ſupport" it: A fit prop and companion 
for it. And indeed what *ares might not the Enemy 
have /own in ſo dark and long a Night ; 'when fo con- 
fiderable a part of the Chriſtian World was lulPd afleep 

in profound Ignorance and Superſtition ; And this a- 
rees very welt with the account which our Savioxr 
imſelf gives in the Parable of the Tares, of the ſpring- 
ing up of .Errours and Corruptions in the'Field of r | 
* Matth. 13- Church. * While the men ſlept the Enemy did his work ' 
"- .in the Night, ſo that when they were awake they 
wondered how and whence the zares came ; but being 
ſure they were there, and that they. were not ſown at 
firſt, they concluded the Enemy had done it. | 
Secondly, 1 have ſhewn likewiſe that there was con- 
fiderable oppoſition made to this Errour at its firſt com- 
ing in. The general Ignorance and groſs Superſtition 
of that Age rendered the generality of people more 
uiet and ſecure, and diſpoſed them to receive any 
thing that came under a pretence of myſtery in Reli- | 
gion and of greater reverence and devotion to the Sa- 
crament, and that ſeemed any way to > - 


againfi Exanſubftantiation, 

the worſhip of mages, for which at that time they 
were zealouſly concern'd. But notwithſtanding the 
ſecurity and paſſive temper of the People, the men 
molt eminent for piety and learning i that Time 
made great reſiſtance againſt it. I have already na- 
med Rabanus Arch-Biſhop' of Mentz, who oppos'd it 
as an Errour lately ſprung up and which had then 
gained but upon ſome few perſons. To whom I may 
add Heribaldus Biſhop of Auxerres in France, Io. Sco- 
tus Erigena, and Ratramnus commonly known by the 
name of Bertram, who at the ſame time were employ- 
ed' by' the-Emperour Charles the Bald to oppoſe this 

wing Errour, and wrote learnedly againſt it. And 
theſe were the eminent men for learning in' that time. 
And becauſe Monſieur Ar»aul/d will not be ſatisfied un- 
leſs there were ſome ſtir and buſtle about jt, Bertram 
in his Preface to his Book tells us, that they who accor- 


"ding to their ſeveral opinions talked differently about 


the myſtery of Chriſt's body and blond were divided by no 
ſmall Schiſm. 

+. Thirdly, Though for a more clear and fatisfa&tory 
anſwer 'to this pretended Demonſtration 1 have been 


contented to untie this knot, ' yet I could without all 


theſe pains have cut ir. For ſuppoſe this DoQrine had 
ſilently come in and without oppoſition, ſo: that we 


could 'not aſſjgn the particular time and occaſion of 


its firſt Riſe; yet if it be evident from the Records of 
former Apes, for above D. years together, that this was 
not the ancient belief of the Church ; and plain alſo, 
that this Dorine was afterwards received in the Ro- 
man Church, though we could not tell how and when 


. it came in, yet it would be the wildeſt and moſt ex- 


travagant thing in the world to'ſet up a pretended De- 
monſtration' of Reaſon againſt plain Experience and 
matter of Fat. This is juſt Zeno's Demonſtration - 

. tne 
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the impoſlibility of motioa againſt Diogenes walking 
before his Eyes. For this is to undertake to proye 
that impoſſible to have -been, which moſt. certainly 
was. Juſt thus the Servants in the Parable might 
have demonſtrated that the #ares were wheat, becauſe 
they were ſure none but good feed was {own at firſt, 
and no maa could give any -anceunt of.the pundtual 
time when any fares were ſown, or by whom ; and 
.if an Enemy had came to do it, he mult needs have 
met with great reſiſtance ___—_— ; but ao ſuch 
reſiſtance was made, and t e there. could be no 
-tares in the field, but that whictr they calf'd teres was 
certainly good wheat, At the ſame rate.a man might 
demonitrate that owr King, his Majeſty of Great Britazn, 
.is.not return'd into Exg/axd, nor reſtor'd to his Crown ; 
.becauſe there being ſo great and poweriull an Army 
polices d of-his Lands, and therefore obliged by.intereſt 
ito. keep him out, it was impoſlible He. ſhould ever © 
.come in without a great deal of fighting and bloud- 
ſhed : but there was no ſuch thing, theretore he is not 
:return'd and reſtor'd to his Crown. . And by. the like 
kind of [Demonſtration one might prove that the 
Turk did not invade Chriſtendom laſt year, and beliege 
Vienna; becauſe if he had, the Chriſtian King, 
who had the greateſt Army in Chriſtendom in a hm 
neſs, would certainly have employed it againſt him ; 
but Monſieur Ar»a«ld certainly knows, no ſuch thing - 
was done : And therefore according to his way of De- 
monſtration, the matter of. fait, 1o commonly repor- 
ted and believed, concerning the Turks Invaſion of 
Chriſtendom and befieging Vienna laſt year, was a 
fe&t miſtake. But a man may demonſtrate till his 
d and heart ake, before he ſhall ever -be able to 
prove that which certainly is, or was, never to. have | 
been. For . of all ſorts of .impoſlibles nothing is more 
| | evidently 
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acainfl Tranſubltantiation. 
evidently (6, then to make that which hath been not 
to om of —_ m_ in the world is too gr 
to cope with 1o tough and obſtinate a difficulry. An 
Thave often wonder'd how a man of Monſieur 4rnauld*s 


= wit and _ Judgment could prevail with him- 
to e in ſo bad and baffled a Cauſe ; or could: 


think to defend it with ſo wooden a Dagger as his De- 


monſtration of Reaſon againſt certain Experience and. 


mattey of Fatt : A thing, if it be poſſible, of equal ab- 


ſurdity with what he pretends to demonſtrate, 7raſub-- 


Pantration it ſelf. I proceed to the 

Third pretended Ground of this Do@rine of 7ran- 
fubſtantiation ; and that is, The infallible Authority af 
the preſent Church to make and declare new Articles f 
Faith. And this in truth is the ground into whic 
the moſt of the learned' men of their Church did here- 
tofore; 'and 'many do ſtill refolye their belief. of this 
Doctrine: And, 'as T hive already ſhewn, do plainly 
fay that they ſee no ſufficient reaſon, either from Scrip- 
ture or "Tradition, for the belief of it : And that they. 


ſhould have believed the contrary : had nor the deter-- 


mination of the Church oblged them otherwiſe. 
- But if-this Dofrine be obtruded upon the world 


merely by virtae of the Authority of the Romas - 
Church, and the Declaration of the Council under. 


Pope Gregory the VII or of the-Lateran Council un- 
der” ſonocenr the TIT. then it is a plain Innovarion in 
the Chriſttan Dod&rine, -and a new Article of Faith -im- 


pr upon the Chriſtian world. And if any Church. 
t 


h this power, the Chriſtian Faith- may be 'enlarped 
and-changed as often as men pleafe ; and that which is 


no part of our , Saviour's, Do&rine , nay ,' any thing - 


though never ſo abfard and'onreaſonable, may become 
an-Articte of Faith obliging alt Chriſtians to-the belief 


of it, whenever the Charch of Rome fhall think fit to - 
Y ſtamp-. 
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ſtamp her. Authority - upon it : which would make 


Chriſtianity, a moſt uncertain and endleſs thing..--/! 
The Forth aan one of this Doctrine. is, 

the neceſſity of ſuch a change as this in the Sacrament to 

the, comfort and benefit of thoſe who receive-it. But 


there is no-colour for this, if the thing; be-ri . CON- 


. 


ſider'd : Becauſe the comfort and , benefit of the 
ment depends/upon the bleſſing annexed to the. laſtity- 
tion. . And as Water in Baptiſm, without any ſybſtage 
tial change made in that Element, may by the Divine 
blefling accompanying the Inſtitution: be. effeCtual x9 
the waſhing away of Sin, and Spiritual Regeneration ; 
So there can no reaſon in-the world be gives why\the 
Elements of Bread and Wine in the Lord's Supper may 
not, by the ſame Divine bleſſing accompanying this 
Inſtitution, make the worthy receivers partakers of all 
the Spiritual comfort and benefit deſigned to us theres» 
by, without any ſubſtantial change made in thoſe Ele- 
ments, ſince our Lord hath told us, that verily the 
fleſh profiteth nothing, So that if we could do {o-odd 
and ſtrange a thing as to.cat the very natural fleſh and 
drink the bloud ot - our Lord; I. do not ſee of;what 
reater advantage it would be to us than what, we.may 
have by partaking of the Symbols. of his body- and 
bloud as he. hath appointed ix remembrance of him. 
by ns pes efficacy > "as Sacrament doth -not 
pend upon the nature of the thing received, fuppo- 
ſing we receive what our Lord dns, 2 and moo 
it with a. right preparation and diſpoſition. of mind, 
but upon the ſupernatural bleſſing that goes along with 
it, and makes 1t effeCtual to thoſe Spiritual ends for 
which it was appointed. - .. | 
The #fth and laſt pretended ground of this DoQrine 
is, to magaify the power of. the Prieft in being able to 
work ſo great a Miracle. And this with great pride and 


pomp 


ce 
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pomp is often-urg'd by them as a tranſcendent inſtance 
of the Divine wiledom, to find out ſo admirable a way 
to-raiſe the power and reverence of the Prieſt ; that 
he ſhould be able every day, and as often as he pleaſes, 
by repeating a few words to work fo miraculous a 
change, and (as they love moſt abſurdly and blaſphe- 
moully to ſpeak) to make God himſelf. 

But this is to pretend: to a power above that of God 


* himſelf, for he did not, nor cannot- make himſelf, nor 


do any thing that implies a contradiC&tion, as 7ranſub- 
ftantiation evidently does-in their pretending to make 
God. For to make that which already is, and to make 
that xow..which a/ways was, is not onely vain and tri- 
fling if it could be done, but impoſſible becauſe it im- 
plies a contradiftion. | 

And what if after all Tra»ſub/tantiation, if it were 
poſſible and actually wrought by the Prieſt, would 
yet be no Miracle 2 For there are two things neceſla- 
ry to a Miracle, that there be a ſupernatural effe&t 
wrought, and that this effe& be evident to ſenſe. So 
that though a ſupernatural effe&t be wrought, yet if 
it be-not evident to ſenſe it is to all the ends and pur- 
poſes of a Miracle as if it were not; and can be no 
teſtimony or proof of any thing, becauſe it ſelf ſtands 


in need of another Miracle to give teſtimony to it and 


to prove that it was wrought. And neither in Scripture, 
nor in profane Authours, nor in common uſe of ſpeech, 
isany thing call'd a Miracle but what falls under the 


© notice of our ſenſes : A Miracle being nothing elſe but 


a ſupernatural effef evident to ſenſe, the great end and 
deſign whereof is to be a ſenſible proof and conviction 
to us of ſomething that we do not ſee. 


And for want of this Condition, 7ranſubſtantiation, 


if it were true, would be no Miracle. It would in- 
deed be very ſupernatural, but for all that it would 
| E not 
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not be a Sigs or Miracle: For a Sign or Miracle is af 


ways a thing ſenſible, otherwiſe it could be no Sign. 


Now that ſuch a change as is pretended in Tran/ab- 
fantiation ſhould really be wrought, and yet there 
ſhould be no ſign and appearance of it, 1s a thing very 
wonderfull, but not to fenſe ; for our ſenſes perceive 
no change, the Bread-and Wine in the Sacrament to all 
our ſenſes remaining juſt as they were before : And 
that a thing ſhould remain to all appearance juſt as it 
was, hath nothing at all of wonder in it : we wonder 
indeed when we- fee a ſtrange thing done, bit no man 
wonders when he fees nothing done. So that Tranſub- 
flantiation, if they will needs have-it a Miracle, is fuch 
a Miracle as any man may work that hath but the 
confidence to face men dowr that he works -1t, and 


the fortune to be- believed : And though the Church of 


Rome may magnify their Prieſts upon: account of this 
Miracle, which they ſay they can work every day 
and every hour, yet I cannot underſtand the reaſon of 
it ; for when this great work (as they call it) is done, 
there is nothing more appears to be done than if there 
were no Miracle : Now ſuch a Miracle as to all appea- 
rahce is no Miracle I ſee no reafon-why a Pr [ 
Miniſter, as well as a Popiſh Prieſt, may not work as 
often as he pleaſes; or if he can but have the patience 
to let it alone, it will work. it ſelf. For ſurely no- 
thing in the world is eaſter than to Ikt's thing be as it 
is, and'by ſpeaking a few words over it to make it juft 
what it was before. Every man, every day, may work 
ten thouſand fuch Miracles. 

And thus I have diſpatch'd the Fir/# part of my Diſ- 
courſe, which was to conſider the pretended grounds 
and: Reaſors of the Church of Rome for this Doftrine, 
and to ſhew the weakneſs and inſufficiency of them. 
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- SECOND place, to produce our 04je:ons againſt 

it.” Which wilt be of ſo much the greater force, be- 
cauſe TI have already ſhewn this Doctrine to be deſti- 
tute of all Divine warrant and authority, and of any 
other ſort of Ground ſufficient in reaſon to juſtifie it. 
So that. I do'not now objeCt againſt a Dofrine which 
hath a fair probability of Divine Revelation on its fide, 
for that would weigh down all objeftions which did 
not =_Y overthrow the probability and credit of 
«s' Divine Revelation : But I obje& againſt a Dotrine 
by+the-mere-will and Tyranny of men imposd upon 
the belief of Chriſtians, without avy evidence of Scrip- 
ture, and againſt af the evidence of Reaſon and 
Senſe. . 
- | The Obje&tions I ſhall reduce to theſe 2wo Heads. 
Firſt; the infinite ſcandal of this DoQtrine to the Chri- 
ſtian Religion. And Secondly, the monſtrous and in- 
ſupportable abſurdity of it. 

Firſt, 7he infinite ſcandal of this Detrine to the Chri- 
flian Religion. Andthat upon theſe four accounts. 1. Of 
the Qupidiry of thisDoftrine. 2. The real barbarouf- 
neſs of this Sacrament and Rite of our Religion upon 
ſuppoſition of the truth of this DoCtrine. 3. Of the 
cruel and bloudy conſequences of it. 4. Of. the dan- 
ger of Idolatry ; which they are certainly guilty of, 
if this Dottrine be not true. | 

r. Upon account of the tnpidity of this Dottrine. 
I remember that 7uly, who was a man of very good 
ſenſe, inftenceth in the conceit of eating God as the ex- 
wemity of madneſs, and ſo ftupid an apprehenſion as 
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he thought no man 'was ever guilty of. * When we cal, *De Nat.D:- 
fays he, the fruits of the earth Ceres, and wine Bacchus, ""* +3: 


we uſe but the common language ; but do you think a 
man ſo mad as to believe that which he eats to be God'> 


E 2 It 


ee Eg 


A DISCOURSE 
It ſeems he could not believe that ſo extravagant a fol- 
ly had ever entred into the mind of man. Tr isa very 
ſevere ſaying of Averroes the Arabian Philoſopher 
(who lived atter this Doctrine was entertained among 
Chriſtians ) and ought to make the Church of Rome 

*Dions{.Car- bluſh, if the can ; * 7 have trave[ſd, ſays he, over the 

ney ea world, and have found divers Se&ts ;. but ſo ſottiſh a 

= Set or Law 1 never found, as is the Sect of the Chriſti- 
ans 3 Becauſe with their own teeth they devour their God 

whom they worſhip. Tt was great ſtupidity.in the Peo- 

ple of //rae/ to Fa , Come let us make us Gods ; but it 

was civilly ſaid of them, Let us make us Gods that may 

go before us, in compariſon of the Church of Rome, 

who ſay, Let us make a God that we may eat him.. So 

that upon the whole matter I cannot but wonder that 

they ſhould chuſe thus to expoſe Faith to the contempt 

of all that are endued with Reaſon, And to ſpeak the 

plain truth, the Chriſtian Religion was never ſo hor- 

ribly expoſed to the ſcorn of Atheiſts and Infidels, as 

it hath been by this moſt abſurd and ſenſeleſs DoQrine. 
+2Thef.2. But thus it was foretold that + the Mar of Sin ſhould 

1%. come with power and Signs and Lying Miracles, and 
with all deceivableneſs of unrighteouſneſs, with all the 
Legerdemain and jugling tricks of falſenoo4 and im- 
poſture ; amonpſt which this of 7ranſub/tantiation , 
which they call a Miracle, and we a Cheat, is one of 
the chief: And in all probability thoſe common jug- | 
ling words of hocus pocus are nothing elle but a corrup- 
tion of hoc eft corpus, by way of ridiculous imitation of 
the Prieſts of the Church of Rome in'their trick of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation. Into ſuch contempt by this fooliſh 

Doctrine and- pretended Miracle of theirs have they 

brought the moſt ſacred and venerable Myſtery of our | 

Religion. 
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againſt Tranſubſtantiation, - 


- 2. It.is very ſcandalous likewiſe upon account of 
the real barbarouſneſs of this Sacrament and Rite of our 
Religion, upon: ſuppoſition of the truth of this Doc- 
trine. Literally to eat the fleſh of the Son of man and 
to drink his bloud St. Auſtin, as I have ſhewed before, 
declares to be a great /mpiety. - And the impiety and 
barbarouſneſs of the thing is not in truth extenuated, 
but onely the appearance of it, by its being done un- 
der the Species of Bread and Wine : For the thing they 
acknowledge is really done, and they believe that they 
yerily eat and drink the natural fleſh and bloud of 
Chriſt. And what can any man do more unworthily 
towards his Friend > How can he poſſibly uſe him more 
barbarouſly, than to feaſt upon his living fleſh and 
bloug 2 Tt is one of the greateſt wonders in the world, 
that ig ſhould ever enter into the minds of nzen to pur 
upon our Saviour's words, ſo eaſily capable of a more 
convenient ſenſe and ſo neceſſarily requiring it, a mea- 
ning ſo plainly contrary to Reaſon, and ſenſe, and even 
to Humanity it ſelf. Had the ancient Chriſtians ow- 
ned any ſuch Dodrine, we ſhould have heard of it 
from the Adverſaries of our Religion in every page 
of their Writings ; and they would have deſired no 
greater advantage againſt the Chriſtians than to have 
been able to hit them in the teeth with their feaſting 
upon the natural fleſh and. bloud of their Lord, and 
their God, and their beſt Friend. What endleſs tri- 
umphs would they have made. upon this - Subjed ? 
And with what confidence would they have ſet the 
cruelty uſed by Chriſtians in their Sacrames?, againſt 
their God Saturn's eating his own Children, and all 
the cruel and bloudy Rites of their Idolatry 2 But that 
no ſuch thing was then objefted by. the ZZeathens to 
the Chriſtians, is to a wiſe man inſtead of a thouſand 
Demonſtrations that no ſuch Do&trine was thep þeljeved. 
| 3. It 
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3. It is ſcandalous alſo upon account of the cruel and 
bloudy conſequences of this Dorine; fo contrary to the 
plain Laws of Chriſtianity, 'and to one great end and 
deſign of this Sacrament, which is to anite Chriftians 
in the moſt perfe&t love and charity to one another : 
Whereas this DoQrine hath been the occaſion of the 
molt barbarous and! bloudy Tragedies that ever were 
a&ted in the world. 'For this hath been in the Charch 
of Rome the great burning Article 3 and as abfurd and 
unreaſonable as it is, more Chriſtians have been mur- 
ther'd for the denial of it than perhaps for all the other 
Articles of their Religion. - And I think it may gene- 
rally 'paſs for a trae obſervation that all Sets ate com- 
monly molt hot and furious for thoſe things for which 
there is leaſt Reaſon ; for what men want of Reafon 
for their opinions they uſually ſapply and make#up'in 
Rape. * And it was no more than needed to uſe this 
ſeverity. upon this occaſion ; for nothing bnt the cruel 
fear of death conld in probability have driven ſo,great 
a part of mankind into the acknowledgment of ſo un- 
reaſonable and: ſenſeleſs a Doctrine. 

0 blefſed Sxvionr ! thou 'beſt Friend and preateſt 
lover of- mankind, who can imagine thou didft ever 
mtend that men ſhould kill one another for not being 
able to believe contrary to their ſenſes ; for being un- 
willing to think, that thou ſhouldſt make one of the 
moſt Horrid end barberous things that can be trmagin'd 
a main Duty and principal Myftery of thy Religion ; 
for not flattering the pride and preſumption of the 
Prieſt who fays He can make God, and for not com- 
plying with the folly and ſtupidity of the People who 
believe that they cart eat him? 4 

4.” Upon accoutit of the danger of 7dolatry ; which 
they are certainly guilty of if this Doftrine be not true, 
and fuck a-change as they pretend be not made in the 


Sacra» 


againſt Tranſubltantiation, 
Sacratnent ;* for/if it te' hot, rhich they worſhip a Crea- 
tore inſtead'of the Cteatouir God bleſſed for ever. But 
fach a change T have ſhewn to be impoſſible ; or if it 
could be, yer they can tiever be certain that it is, and 
Py are always in danger of Idolatry : And 
that they ean never be certain that ſuch a change is 
made, is evident ; becauſe, according to the expreſs 
determination of the Council of 7rent, that depends 
upon the mind and intention of the Prieſt, which can- 
not ey be known but by Revelation, which is 
nor pretended in 'this caſe. And if they: be miſtaken 
abour this change, through the knavery or crofſneſs of 
the Prieſt who will not mate God but when he thinks 
fir, they muſt not think to excuſe themſelves from 
Idolatry becauſe they intended to worſhip God and 
not a Creatate ; for ſo tlie Perffans might be excusd 
from Idolatry in. worſhippirig the Su», becauſe they 


intend to worſhip God and not a Creature ; and ſo in-+ 


deed we may excuſe all the Idolatry that every was in 
the world, which is nothing elſe but a miſtake of the 
Deity, and upon that miſtake'a, worſhippitig of ſome- 
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| rhin& as God which is not God.” © |. 


It: Beſides the infinite ſcandal of this DoQrine upon 
the accounts I have mentioned, the monſtrous ab/ardi- 
ties of it make it infupportable to ahy Religion. IT am 
very well afſur'd, of the grounds of Religion in' gene- 
ral, *and*6f rhe” Chriſtian Religion in particular ; and 
yet I cannot ſee. that the foundations'of any revealed 
Religion are ſtrong enough to bear the weight of fo 
many and fo great abſurditics as this Doftrine of 7ran- 


ſubflantiation would load it withiall. And to make this- 


| evident, I ſhalt not inſiſt upon thoſe grols contradifti- 


ons, of the fate Body being in ſo many ſeveraPplaces 
at once; of our. Saviour's giving away himſelf with his 
own hands to every one of his Diſciples, and yet till 

| keeping 
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_ of ſenſe. Forif the ſenſes of thoſe who ſay they ſaw 
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keeping himſelf to himſelf; and a thouſand more of 
the like nature : But to ſhew the abſurdity of this 
Doctrine I ſhall onely ask theſe few Queſtions. 

I. Whether any man have, or ever had greater evi- 
dence of the truth of any Divine Revelation than eve- 
ry man hath of the falſhood of 7ranſub/tartiation ? 
Infidelity were hardly poſſible to men, if all men had 
the ſame evidence for the Chriſtian Religion which 
they have againſt 7rauſub/tantration, that is, the clear 
and irreſiſtible evidence of fenſe. He that can. once 
be brought to contradict or deny his ſenſes, .is at an 
end of certainty ; for. what can a man þe certain of if 
he be not certain of what he ſees? In ſome circumſtan- 
ces our ſenſes may deceive us, but no Faculty deceives 
us ſo.little and ſo ſeldom : And when our ſenſes do de- 
ceive us, even that errour is not to be corrected with- 


- out"the help of our ſenſes. 


2. Suppoſing this DoArine had been delivered- in 
Scripture in the very ſame words that it is decreed in | 
the Council of Trent, by what clearer evidence or 
ſtronger Argument could any man prove to me that 
ſuch words were in the Bible than I-can prove to him 
that bread and wine after conſecration are bread and 
Wine ſtill > He could but appeal to my eyes to prove 
ſuch words to be in the Bible, and with the ſame rea- 
fon and juſtice might I appeal to ſeveral of his ſenſes 
to prove to him that the bread and wine after conſe- 
cration are bread and wine ſtill. 

3. Whether it be reaſonable to imagine that God 
ſhould make that a part of the Chriſtian Religion 
which ſhakes the main external evidence and: confir- 
"mation of the whole 2 I mean the Miracles which were 
wrought by our Saviour and his Apoſtles, the aſſy- 
rance whereof did at firſt depend upon the certainty 


the 


e aſſu- 
rtainty 
ey ſaw 
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againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
them were deceived then there might be no Miracles 
wrought ; and conſequently-it-may juſtly be doubted 
whether that kind of confirmation which God hath 
given to the Chriſtian Religion-would be ſtrong, enough 
to prove it, ſuppoſing Tranſubſtantiation to be a part of 
it-: Becauſe every man hath as great evidence that 
Tranſubſtantiation is falſe, as he hath that the Chriſtian 
Religion is true. Suppoſe then 7Trauſw/tantiation to 
be part of the Chriſtian Dofrine, it muſt have the 
ſame confirmation with the whole, and that is Mira- 
cles : But of all DoCtrines in the. world it is peculiarly 
incapable of being proved by a Miracle. For if a Mt- 
racle were wrought for the proof of it, the very ſame 
aſſurance which any man hath of the truth of the Mi- 
racle he hath of the falſehood of the DoQtrine, that is, 
the clear evidence of his ſenſes. For that there is a 
Miracle wrought to prove that what he ſees in the Sa- 
crament is not bread but the body of Chriſt, there is 
onely the evidence of ſenſe ; and there is [the very 
ſame evidence to prove that what he ſees in the Sacra» 
ment is not the body of Chriſt but bread. So that here 
would ariſe a new Controverſie, whether a man ſhould 
rather belieye. his ſenſes giving teſtimony againſt the 
Dodtrine of 7ranſub/tantiation, or bearing witneſs to a 
Miracle wrought to confirm that Do&rine ; there be- 
ing the very ſame evidence againſt the truth- of the 
Doctrine, which there is for the truth of the Miracle : 
And then the Argument for 7ran/ubſtantiation and the 
Objection againit it would juſt balance one another z 
and conſequently 7ranſubſtantiation is not to be proved 
by a Miracle, becauſe that would be, fo grove to, a 
man by ſome thing that he ſees, that he does not ſee 
what he ſees. And if there-were no_ other evidence 
that 7Tranſub/tantiation-is no part of the Chriſtian Doc- 
trine this would be- ſufficient, that what proves the 

F one 


4 DISCOURSE 
one doth as much overthrow the other ; and that Mi- 
racles which are certainly the beſt and higheſt exter- 
nal of Chriſtianity are the worſt proof-in the 
world of Tranſubftantiation, unleſs a man can renounce 
his ſenſes at the fame time that he relies upon them. 
For a man cannot believe a Miracle without relying 
upon ſenſe, :gor Tranſubſtantiation 'withdut renoun- 
cing it. So Wat never were any two things ſo ill 
coupled. together as the Doctrine of Chriſtianity - and 
that of Trauſubſtantiation, becauſe they draw ſeveral 
ways and are ready to ſtrangle one- another ; ſince 
the main evidence of the Chriſtian DoQrine, which is 
Miracles, is reſolved into the certainty of ſenſe, but 
this evidence is clear and point-blank againſt 7ranſub- 
flantiation. . 

4. And Laftly, I would ask what we are to think 
of the Argument which our Saviour uſed to convince 
his Diſciples after his ReſurreQtion that his Body was 
really riſen, and that they were not deluded by a 
Ghoſt or Apparition ? Is it a neceſſary and concluſive 
Argument or not ? * And he ſaid unto them, why are 
ye- troubled ? and why do thoughts ariſe tn your hearts ? 
Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I my ſelf; for 
a Spirit hath not fleſh and bones, as ye ſee me have. 
But now if we ſuppoſe with the Church of Reme the 
Dodrine of 7ra»/ubſtantiation to be true, and that he 
| had inſtructed his Diſciples in it juſt before his death, 
ſtrange thoughts-might juſtly have riſen in their hearts, 
and they might have faid tor him ; Lord, it is but a 
few days ago ſince thou didſt teach us not to believe 
our ſenſes, but direQly contrary to what we ſaw, 
viz. that the bread which thou gaveſt us in the Sa- 
crament, though we ſaw it and handled it and taſted 
it to be bread, yet was not bread but thine own natu- 
ral body ; and now thou appealeſt to our ſenſes to 

| prove 


-zainſ{ Ttanſubltaiitiation. 
prove that this is thy body which we riow fee. If 
ſeeing and handling be an tnqueſtionable evidence 


that things are what they appear to our ſenſes, then 


we were deceived befofe iti the Sacrament ; and if 
they be n6t, then we are not fure now that this is 
thy body which we'Aow fee afid handle, bur it may 
be perhaps. bread under the appearance of fleſh and 
bones, juſt as in the Sacrament, that which we ſaw 
and handled and taſted to-be bread was thy fleſh and 
benes under the form and appearance of bread. - Now 
upoh this ſuppoſition, it would have been a hard mat- 
ter to have quieted the thoughts of the Diſciples: For 
if the Argument which our Saviour uſed did certainly 
prove to them that what they ſaw and handled was 
his body, his very natural fleſh and bones, becauſe 
they ſaw and handled them, (which it were impious 
ro deny) it would as ſtrongly prove that what they 
faw and received before in the Sacrament was not the 
natural body arid bloud of Chriſt, but real bread and, 
wine :' And corffequently, that according to our Sa> 
viour's arguing after his ReſurreAion they had no rea» 
ſors £6 believe 7ranſubſantiation before. For that very 


- Argument by which our Saviour proves the reality of 


his body after his RefurreQior! doth as ſtrongly prove 


' the reality of bread and wine after Conſecration. But 


our Saviour's Argurmient was moſt infallibly good and 
true, 'and therefore the Doctrine of Tranſub/fantiation 
is undoubtedly falfe. 

Upon the whole matter I ſhall onely fay this, 
that ſomie other Poirits between us and the Church 
of » Rome are nithaged with fore kind of wit and 
fubtiley , but this of 7ranſabfttntiatton_ is  cartied 
-_ by _ dirt of ittipudence #nd facing down -of 
Mankind. 
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And of this the more diſcerning perſons of that 
Church are of late grown ſo ſenſible that they would 
now be-glad to be rid of this odious and ridiculous 
Dodrine. But the Council of Trent hath faſten'd it to 
their Religion and :made it a neceſſary and eſſential 
Point of their Belief; and they cannot now part with 
it if they would; it is like a Milſtone hung about the 
neck of Popery which will ſink it at the laſt. | 

And though ſome of their greateſt Wits, as Cardi- 
nal Perron, and of late Monſieur Arnaud, have under- 
taken the defence of it in great Volumes; yet it is an 
abſurdity .of that monſtrous and maſly weight, that 
no humane authority or wit are able to ſupport it : It 
will make the very Pillars of St. Peter's crack, and 
requires more Volumes to make it good than would 
fill the Vatican. # | 

And now I would apply r/ ſelf to the poor delu- 
ded People of that Church, it they were either per- 
mitted by their Prieſts or durſt venture without their 
leave to look into- their Religion and to examine the 
Do&trines of it. Confider, and ſhew your ſelves men. 
Do not ſuffer your ſelves any longer to be led blindfold, 
and by an implicit Faith in your Prieſts, into the be- 
lief of non-ſenſe and contradition. Think it enough 
and too much to let them rook you of your money 


. for pretended Pardons and counterfeit Reliques, but 


let not the Authority of any Prieſt or Church per- 
ſuade you out of your ſenſes. Credulity is certainly 
a fault as well as Infidelity : and he who faid, blef- 
ſed are they that have not ſeen and yet have belies» 
ved, hath no where ſaid, blefſed are they that have 
ſeen and yet have not believed, much leſs, bleſſed are 
they that believe direftly contrary to what they ſee. 


To 


- againſt Txanſubſtantiation. 

To — this Diſcourſe. : By what _ _ 
faid u ment it will a ; with how 
little _ fra and — intereſt of 
our -common Chriſtianity it is ſo often ſaid by our 
Adverfaries, that there are as good arguments for 
the: belief .of '7ranſubftantiation as of the Dodtrine of 
the Trinity + When they themſelves do acknowledge 
with us'that the Doctrine of the 7rinity is grounded 
upon the Scriptures, and that according to the inter- 
pretation of them by the conſent” of the ancient Fa- 
thers :. But their Doctrine of 7ranſub/tantiation I have 
plainly ſhewn to' have no ſuch: ground, and that this 
is acknowledged by very many learned men of their 
own Church. And this Doctrine of theirs being 
firſt plainly rome by us to be deſtitute of all Divine 
warrant and Authority, . our Objections againſt it 
from the manifold contradi&tions of it to Reaſon and 
Senſe are ſo many Demonſtrations of the falfehood of 
it. Againſt all which they have nothing to put in 
the oppoſite Scale but the lafallibility of their Church, 
ſor which there | is even leſs colour of. proof from 
Seripture than for -Zraw/ub/tantiation jt ſelf. - But fo 
fond are 'they of their own Innovations and Errours, 


_ that rather than the Dictates of their Church, how 


groundleſs and abſurd ſoever, ſhould be call'd in queſti- 
on ; rather than.not have their will of us in impoſing 
upon us what they pleaſe, they will overthrow any 
Article of the Chriſtian-Faith, and ſhake the very 
foundations of our common Religion : A clear evi- 
dence that the Church of Rowe is not the true Mother, 
fince ſhe can. be ſo well contented that Chriſtianity 
ſhould be deſtroyed rather than the Point in queſtion: 
ſhould be decided againſt her. , 
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ce? hare] ae vd a3n0700:01. iStica of 

1. A Perfwalfive'ts Communion with the Churclt of 
"Y Pg land. © 

-2. A Refolation of ſome Caſes of Cofiſcience which 

reſpe&t Church-Conmmmion. = 


3- The Cafe of Indifferent things afed in the Wor- 
ſhip of God, propoſed arid ſtated, by conſidering theſe 
4. A Difeourſe about Ediftcation. 
5. The Reſolution of this Caſe of Confcietice, Whe- 
ther the Church of Englands Symbolizing fo far as it. doth 
with the Church of Rome, makes it wnlqufall- to hold 
Communion with the Church of: England ? | . 
6. ALetter to Anonymus, in anſwer to his three Let- 
ters to Dr. Sherlock about Church-Cortimunion: '* - 

. 7. Certain Caſes of Conſcience refolved, concerning 
the Lawfulneſs of joyning with Forms of Prayer in 
Publick Worſhip. In two Parts. frog 

8. The Cafe of mixt Communion : Whether it be 
Lawſull to Separate from a Church upon tlie account 
of promiſcuous Congregations attd mixt Commranions ? 

9. An Anſwer to Diffentets Objections againſt. che 


- 


; Common Prayers and forne other parts of Divine Ser- 


vice preſcribed in the Litargy of theChurch of Zng/and. 
10. The Caſe of Kneelivg at the Holy Sacramense 
ated and refolved, &c. It two Parts. 5 00g 
11. A Difconrſe of Profiting by Sermons, and of go- 
ing to-hear where Men'think they can profit moſt. 
x2. A ſcrious Exhortation, with ſome important Ad- 
vices relating to rhe late Cafes about Conformity, re- 
commended to the preſent Diffenters from the Chnrcti 
of Empland. hh ring | 
13. An Argument to Union ; taker, from rhe true 
intereſt of thoſe Diſſenters in Eng/and who profeſs and 
call themſeſves Proteſtants. 
I4-_Some 


a Catalopue of th ſeveral Cafes, &.. 


14. Some Conſiderations about the Caſe of Scandal,” 


or prring ONaee to the Weak Brethren. 

I5. TheCaſe of Infant-Baptiſm,in Five ions,O&c. 
. 16. The Charge of Scandal, and pivi nce by 
Conformity, Iled and R back upon Sepa- 


ration, &c. < 

x7. Caſe of Lay-Communion. 
. 18. A Perſwaſive to Frequent Communion; 

19. . A Defence of Symbolizing. 

20. A Vindication of Indifferent Things. 

21. The Cafe of Compelling Mento the Holy Sa- 
crament. | 

22. A Caſe of the Croſs in Baptiſm. 

2.3. A Diſcourſe of Conſcience. 


I. A Diſcourſe about the Charge of Novelty uporr 
the Reformed Church of Eg/and, made: by the Pa- 
ts asking-of us the Queſtion, Where was our Rdli- 


* 


gion before Luther 2 


2. A Diſcourſe about Tradition, ſhewing what is 
meant by it, and what Tradition is to be received, and 
what Tradition is to be rejected. | 

3. The Difference of the Caſe between the Separa- 
tion of Proteſtants from the Church of Rome, and the. 
Separation of Diffenters from the Church of England. 

4 The Proteſtant Reſolution of Faith, &c, _ 

5. A Diſcourſe concerning a Guide in matters of 
Faith, &c. . - Os 

6. A Diſcourſe concerning Invocation. of Saints. 

7. A Diſcourſe concerning the Unity of the Catho- 
lick Church, maintained in the Church of England, 

8. A Diſcourſe of Auricular Confeſlion. 

9. A Diſcourſe againſt Tranſubſtantiation. 
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